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than 20 days &.er .the date of this notice 
to: Office of Export Trading Company 
Affairs, International Trade 
Administration, Department of 
Commerce, Room 1800H, Washington, 
DC 20230. Information submitted by any 
person is exempt from disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act (5 
U.S.C. 552). Comments should refer to 
this application as “Export Trade 
Certificate of Review, application 
number 91-AOO07.” 

OETCA has received the following 
application for an amendment to Export 
Trade Certificate of Review No. 91- 
00007, which was issued on January 21, 
1992 (57 FR 5133, February 12.1992). 

Summary oftha Application 
Applicant: National Association of 

Energy Service Companies 
(“NAESCO”), 1446 New York Avenue, 
Washington, DC 20005, Contact: A. John 
Armstrong, Counsel, Telephone: (703) 
356-3100. 

Application No.: 91-AOO07. 
Date Dekmed Submitted: March 25, 

1992. 
Request for Amended Conduct: 

NAESCO seeks to amend its Certificate 
to add Energy Performance Services, 
Inc. of Houston, Texas, and its 
Subsidiary-Energy Performance 
Services of North America of Montreal, 
luebec, Canada, as “Members” within 

-he meaning of 5 325.2(l) of the 
Regulations (15 CFR 325.2(l)). 

Dated: Mamh 30,1993. 
George Mullar, 
Director, O$h9 of&port Trading Company 
Affairs. 
[FR Dot. 93-7794 Filed 4-2-93; a:45 an) 
BlLlJMl coos 361QoRu 

Nstlonal Ocesnic and Atmospheric 
Administration 
[Docka No. 921 ice-22861 

Interim Poiicy cm Artificial Propegatbn 
of Pacific Salmon Under the 
Endangered Species Act 

&MY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service @&IFS), NOAA, Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of interim policy. 

SU#AuRY: NMFS announces its interim 
policy on how it will consider artificial 
propagaticmin the listing and recovery 
of Pacific salmon under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). This policy provides 
guidelines to assist In the conservation 
of listed species and to help avoid 
additional:species listings. This policy 
dso provides guidance for evaluating 

tificial propagation in section 7 
.onsultation, section 10 permitting, and 
recovery planning pursuant to the ESA. 

DATES: This interim policy takes effect 
immediately and will remain in effect 
until revised or superseded. Comments 
on this Policy will be accepted until 
June 4,1993. 
ADDRESSES: Comments and information 
should be ad.dressed to Director, Office 
of Protected Resources, WS, 1335 
East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD 
20910. 

FOf3 FIJRTHER INFORMTIQN CONIAC’C 
Rob Jones, Protected Species Branch, 
Environmental and Technical Services 
Division, NMFS. 9’11 N.E. 11th Avenue, 
room 620, Portlancl. OR 97232 (5031 
230-5429), or Marta Nammack, 
Protected Species Management 
Division, NMF%, 1335 East-West 
Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910, at 
301/713-2322. 
SUPPt.EWWARY lrWORuIIITx)N: The 
evaluation of the species’ status for 
listing or delisdng under the BSA 
depends on natural populations. which 
for Pacific salmon are defined as the 
progeny of naturally reproducing fish. 
Natural fish are also the focus of 
evaluations to determine whether a 
Pacific salmon population represents an 
evolutionaril v significant unit (ESU) of 
the biologi cai species and hence can be 
considered a “s “es” under the ESA. 
Pacific salmon om artificial r 
propagation programs may be 
candidates for use in recovery programs 
depending on available knowledge of 
the similarity of the naturally and 
artificially propa ated fish in genetic, 
phenotypic, and ife-history traits, and k 
in habitat characteristics. 

In considering recovery options for a 
listed species, an objective assessment 
of uncertainties and potential risks 
should be undertaken and management 
alternatives requiring less Intervention 
evaluated before implementing artificial 
propagation. Artificial propagation of 
listed salmon species for recovery must 
attempt to avoid these risks by 
preserving the genetic and ecological 
distinctiveness of the listed species. 
Artificial propagation of a listed salmon 
species is not a substitute for 
eliminating the factors causing or 
contributing to the species’ decline, and 
recovery rograms should reflect 
integrate x planning that addresses these 
factors. In addition, artificial 
propagation of unlisted species should 
be conducted in a manner that 
minimizes adverse Impacts to listed and 
unlisted species. Whether for recovery, 
fishery productibn or other mitigation 
purposes, artificial propagation must 
minimize the potential for deleterious 
effects on both listed and unlisted 
species if it is to be consistent with the 

conservation of genetic and ecological 
diversity in Pacific salmon. 

Bac~und 
The ESA (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) was 

enacted in 1973 in recognit.ion that: 
Various species of fish. wildlife, and 

ref 
lants 

in the United states have been rende 
extinct as a consequence of economic growth 
untempered by ad uate concern and 
conservation (sec. 2 “t a)). 

In passing the ESA, Congress 
acknowledged that these species are of: 

Es:thetic, ecological, educational, historical, 
recreational, and scientific value to the 
Nation and its people (sac. 2[a)). 

To be considered for listing under the 
ESA, a group of organisms must 
constitute a “species,” which is defined 
to include: 

Any distinct population segment of any 
species of vertebrate fish or wildlife which 
interlbreeds when mature $ec. 3(1$). 

NMFS has determined that, to qualifjr 
as a distinct population segment, a :, ’ 
Paci:flc salmon population must be 
substantially reproductively isolated 
and represent an important component 
in the evolutionary legacy of the 
biological species. A Pacific salmon 
populalion (or group of populations)’ 
meeting these criteria is considered to 
be an ESU (56 FIX 58612. Novomber 20, 
1991). The ESU concept recognizes that 
longterm species viability depends on 
the maintenance of genetic variability 
within the biological species. 

The steted purposes of the ESA are to 
provide a means whereby the ecosystems 
upon which endangered species and 
threatened species depend may ba conserved, 
to provide a program for the conservation of 
such endangered species and threatened 
specbes; and to take such steps as may he 
appropriate to achieve (these) purposes 
* l ” (Sk. 2(b)). 

The ESA, thus, mandates the 
restoration of threatened and 
endangered species in their natural 
habitats to a level at which they can 
sustain themselves without further legal 
protection. For Pacific salmon 
(Oncorhynchus), the ESA’s focus is, 
therefore, on natural populations-the 
progeny of naturally spawning fish- 
and the ecosystems upon which they 
de e:nd. 

8 espite this emphasis on conserving 
species in their natural habitat, the ESA 
r&ognizes that conservation of listed 
species may be facilitated by artificial 
means. The ESA defines conse~ation to 
include: . : 

The! use of all methods and procedures 
which am necessary to bring any endangered 
species or threatened species to the point at 
which the measures pmvided pursuant to 
this Ad are no longer necessary. Such 
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methods and procedures include, but are not 
limited to, all activities associated with 
scientific resoumes management such as 
research, census, law enforcement, habitat 
acquisition and maintenance, propagation, 
live trapping, and transph&ation l l l (sec. 
30)). 

Artificial propagation may represent a 
potential method to conserve listed 
salmon species when the artificially 
propagated fish are determined similar 
to the listed natural population in 
genetic, phenotypic, and life-history 
traits, and in habitat use characteristics. 
Regardless of this, however, evaluations 
of the status of the population under the 
ESA depend on the viabihty of the 
population in the natural habitat and on 
the status of ongoing conservation 
measures. 

With respect to Pacific salmon. there 
is considerable experience intbe use of 
artificial propagation for supportjng 
fisheries. Because Pacific salmon have a 
moderately-high fecundity (typically 
several thousand eggs per female) and a 
high natural mortality through the early 
life-history stages, successful fish 
hatcheries generally produce many 
more juveniles for release into the 
ecosystem than are produced by natural 
fish in the wild. This increased juvenile 
production in some cases has resulted 
in increased returns of adult fish and 
has supported recreational, tribal, and 
commercial fisheries. However, the 
efficacy of artificial propa ation as a 
tool for conserving natura P salmon 
populations has not been clearly 
demonstrated. 

Because there is,,at present, 
considerable uncertainty about artificial 
propagation as a means to increase 
natural salmon populations, and 
because artificial propagation may have 
profound consequences for the viability 
of natural salmon populstions. 
consideration of its use should be based 
on an objective assessment of genetic 
and ecological risks, balancing the 
potential for deleterious effects against 
risk to the population of irreversible 
harm or extinction if artificial 
propagation is not im lemented. 

Genetic problems tit at may arise 
through artificial propagation are of 
three general types. First, taking wild 
broodstock may contribute directly to 
the decline of the natural population. A 
severe reduction in population size may 
in turn lead to erosion of genetic 
variability and reduced fitness due to 
inbreeding depression-both factors that 
are believed to increase the risk of 
extinction faced by a population. 
Second, in addition to contributing to 
the loss of within-population genetic 
variability, artificial propagation can 
substantially reduce genetic differences 

between po 
E, hatchery 6s 

ulations. For example, 
often stm at a higher rate 

than natural 5sh. Bree CL ’ 
hatchery stra 

g between 

may erode a J 
s and local, natural fish 

aptive genetic differences 
between populations that are the result 
of long years of natural selection. 
Transfers of fish among hatcheries or 
transplanting fish outside their native 
area often exacerbate this roblem. 
Finally, adaptation to hat x ery 
conditions can lead to domestication 
during artificial propagation. Because 
the hatchery environment differs in 
many ways horn that encountered in the 
wild, the selective pressures 
experienced by the-two types of fish 
also differ markedlv. The general result 
is genetic change & a hat&ery 
population relative to its natural 
ancestors, and such changes may reduce 
the ability of the population to survive 
and reproduce in the wild. Moreover, 
these changes magnify the adverse 
consequences of interbreeding between 
hatchery and wild fish that results from 
strayin or stock transfers. 

Art] ma1 propagation may also pose a *a* 
variety of ecological risks to salmon 
populations. These risks include 
increased competition and predation, 
displacement of natural fish, altered 
migratory and spawning behavior, and 
disease transfer. For example, the 
release of large numbera of hatchery fish 
can elevate levels of competition for 
food, habitat, or mates and may lead to 
displacement of natural fish from their 
habitat. Attendant reductions in the size 
of natural populations’ma 

II 
increase the 

risk of local extinction if a undance or 
density falls below threshold levels 
necessary for persistence. Hatchery 
juveniles are often larger than natural 
juveniles of the same age and will use 
resources that are otherwise availabla to 
natural fish. The intensity of 
competition is likely to be an increasing 
function of the number of hatchery fish 
released. Predators attracted to 
concentrations of hatchery fish may also 
urev on fish from natural nooulations. 
which may not be able to ‘s&in the 
increased predation rates. A similar 

P 
henomenon occurs when harvest 
evefs in mixed-stock fisheries are 

increased to take advantage of abundant 
hatchery 5sh. A high abundance of 
hatchery fish in migration corridors may 
also alter the migratory behavior of 
natural fish. Finally, diseases ma be 
transferred between hatchery an d 
netural salmon populations, and l &e risk 
of this occurring increases with the 
number of infected hatchery fish 
released into the wind. 

These genetic and ecological risks of 
artificial propagation can pose serious 
threats to natural saImon populations. 

The viability of natural populations 
depends on their genetic and ecological 
diversity, and the use of artificial - 
propagation to restore salmon 
abundance should not be allowed to 
erode this diversit 

Since 1990. NM& has listed four 
distinct population segments 
(“species”) of Pacific salmon as 
threatened under the ESA [Sacramento 
River winter chinook salmon: 55 PR 
46515, November 5,199O; Snake River 
sockeye salmon: 56 FR 56619, * 
November 20.1991; and Snake River 
spring/summer and fall &nook salmon: 
57 FR 14653, April 22.1992). Artificial 
propagation has been used to preserve 
genetic resources of these species and is 
being considered in interagency 
cooperative efforts for the conservation 
and recovery planning for each of them. 
Impacts resulting from artificial 
propagation must be minimized to avoid 
conflicts with recovery of listed species 
and to avoid additional listings of 
currently unlisted species. NMFS has 
developed this interim policy regarding 
the artificial propagation of Pacific 
salmon to aid in minimizing these 
impacts, The guidelines described in 
this policy are intended to meet the 
ESA’s objective to conserve the diversity 
of Pacific salmon in their natural 
babitats. 

Policy Statement 
NMFS will consider artificial 

propagation of Pacific salmon under the 
ESA as follows: 

(I) Whether a natural population is 
considered distinct and hence a 
“‘species” under the ESA will be 
determined solely by tbe two criteria 
that define an ESU-its reproductive 
isolation and its contribution to the 
biological species’ evolutionary legacy. 
Genetic resources importent to the 
species’ evolutionary legacy may reside 
in hatchery fish as well as in natural 
fish. in which case the hatchery fisb can 
be considered part of the biological ESU 
in question. Hatchery fish considered to 
be p-t of the ESU could also be 
included as part of tbe hsted species 
and protected under the ESA. 
Goncurrent with a determination to list 
a salmon species under the ESA, a 
determination should be made whether 
any existing hatchery 5sh can be 
considered part of the biological ESU 
and whether or not the hatchery fish 
should be included as part of the listed 
species. This class of 5sh incliudes pre- 
spawning adults held in an artificial 

It 
ropagation facility; eggs or juveniles 
eld in e facility; and fish that were 

released from a facility prior to the 
listing but have not completed their life 
~cycle. Determinations about existing 



hatchery fish should be conducted as 
“Ows. 

available information indicates that 
ler (1) the hatchery population in 

question is of a different genetic lineage 
than the listed natural populations, (2) 
artificial propagation has produced 
appreciable changes in the butchery 
population in characteristics thut are 
believed to have a genetic basis, or (3) 
there is substantial uncertainty about 
the relationship between existing 
hatchery fish and the natural 
population, the existing hatchery fish 
will not be considered art of the 
biological ESU and wil P not be included 
as part of the listed sp8cies. In this ~$98, 
direct take of fish from the listed species 
for broodstock would not be permitted, 
and hatchery operations would need to 
be consistent with ESA requirements 
(see item (5) of this policy statement 
below). 

If available information indidates that 
existing hatchery fish can be considered 
part of the biological ESU, a decision 
must be made whether to include them 
as part of the listed species. In general, 
such fish will not be included as part of 
the listed species. An exception may be 
made for existing hatchery fish if they 
are considered to be essential for 

WW~. This situation might occur if 
atural population faces a high, 

t-term risk of extinction, or if the 
hatchery population is believed to 
contain a substantial proportion of the 
genetic diversity remaining in the 
species. In such cases, the existing 
hatchery 
as part o the listed species, and would P 

opulation should be included 

be protected under the BSA. All aspects 
of hatchery operation involving that 
population, including collection of 
natural or returning hatchery fish for 
broodstock, would then require a permit 
to enhance the propagation or survival 
of the listed population (see section 
lo(a)(l)(A) of the ESA). 

If existing hatchery fish can be 
considered to be part of the biological 
ESU (and hence could be considered for 
use in recovery efforts), but are not 
judged essential for recovery, they will 
generally not be included in the listed 
species. In this case, a decision must be 
made whether to devote future hatchery 
operations to recovery a&conservation 
under the ESA or to focus on other goals 
(e.g. fishery enhancement). If hatchery 
operations are directed toward recovery, 
then integration of natural broodstock of 
the listed species into’the existing 
hatchery population would be possible 
. %r an enhancement permit (see 

m 10(a)(l)(A) of the ESA). If the 
dery po 

purposes o tl! 
ulation is managed for 
er than ESA recovery 

efforts, directed take of natural fish from 
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the listed species for broodstock would 
be prohibited, and all aspects of the 
hatchery operations would need to be 
consistent with the ESA (see item (5) of 
this policy statement below), In either 
cas8, the amount of time requimd for all 
existing hatchery fish to complete their 
life cycle would re 
period for the hat ci 

res8nt a transition 
cry polpulation. At 

the end of this transition period, the 
hatchery fish would either become part 
of the listed species (if the recovery 
alternative is followed) or would be 
excluded from the listed species (if 
other 

Un c! 
oals are pursued). 
er any scenario, progeny of fish 

from the listed species that are 
propagated artificially are considered 
part of the listed species and are 
protected under the ESA. 

Any of the above determinations 
would be subject to review if substantial 
new information about the relationship 
between the natural and artificially 
propa ated fish became available.- 

(2) Consideration of the us8 of 
artificial propa ation in the recovery of 
listed soecies s !i ould be based on an 
objecti;e assessment of potential risks. 
Genetic and ecological risks (see 
Background), together with the 
inevitable disruption in life-history 
patterns resulting from artificial 
propagation, must be balanced against 
risks to the species if artificial 
propagation is not used to facilitate a 
timely recovery. In assessing potential 
risks to the listed species, it is essential 
that all factors responsible for the 
species’ decline be identified as early 
and as completely as possible. 
Addressing these factors should be 
given highest priority in recove 

2 programs for listed species. Arti cial 
propagation is only one of several / 
possible recovery options. Artificial 
propagation should receive foremost 
consideration for recovery only when it 
is believed that recov8ry within an 
acceptable time is not likely by 
addressing these other factors alone; it 
should not be seen as a substitute for 
resolving the basic problems that 
brought the species to the point at 
which it required ESA protection. 

(3) The intent of using artificial 
propagation for the recovery of listed 
species is to facilitate rapid restoration 
of the natural population in the ESU 
and minimize the risk of further decline. 
To achieve these goals without 
disrupting the ecological and genetic 
integrity of the natural population, 
artificial propagation must not lead to 
appreciable diff8rences between 
naturally and artificially produced fish 
in characteristics ,believed to be 
genetically based. Several general 
guidelines are provided to reduce this 

possibility and minimize risk if artificial 
pro a ation is used 

(a! &lificial propagation for recovery 
should be viewed as a temporary 
measure, to be held to the minimum 
necessary for recovery. 

lb) Donor stocks intended for artificial 
propaga!:ion must have originated from 
within the ESU, and the choice of donor 
stock should take into account existing 
population structure within the ESU. 
Under extreme circumstances, use of 
broodstock from outside the ESU ma 
merit co.nsideration. This option mi !J t 
be consildered if the species is reduced 
to individuals of a single sex or if 
substantial inbreeding depression gives 
little hope for recovery of the remaining 
population without additional genetic 
material. Contrasting risks of inbreeding 
and outbreeding depression should.be 
weighed to minimize loss of genetic 
diversity within and among populations 
that migjht result from the choice of 
donor stock. 

broodstoc should be conducted to z 
ling and mating .of (c) Sam 

provide )e representative sample for 
artificial propagation and, if possible, to 
allow a representative sample to spawn 
,in the w;ild. The scale of 
sup lementation that results from 
arti i! cial propagation should-attempt 
both to maintain a high effective 
population size for the BSU as a whole 
and to minimize deleterious ecological 
effects on natural fish. 

Id) Artificial selection of artificially 
propagated salmon should be avoided, 
and natural selection in the artificial 
propagation facility should be 
minimized to reduce adaptation to the 
artificial environment. Critical 
uncertainties exist regarding the best’ 
ways to culture and release fish for 
supplementing natural populations, but 
undesirable effects may be reduced 
when artificial propagation is limited to 
a very few generations and to a small 
portion of the life cycle, when mortality 
during artificial culture is held to a 
minimum, and when the propagation 
regime attempts to simulate prominent 
features of the natural environment. In 
extreme ~cases where a natural 
population is threatened with imminent 
extinction, measures that involve 
artificial culture for an entire life cycle 
(i.e., a captive broodstock program) may 
be appropriate to protect the population 
and augment its abundance above a 
dangerously low level. In addition, 
safeguards to protect fish from mortality 
and catastrophic loss during artificial 
propagation should receive high 
priorit 

(4) &ective supplementation and 
recovery program require careful and 
systematic monitoring and evaluation. 
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As part of such programs, monitoring 
and evaluation should assess longterm 
as well as short-term eff8ds of artificial 
.propagatfon on genetic and ecological 
interactions between artiflciall and 
naturally propagated fish. In a B dition to 
providing a means to follow genetic and 
phenotypic relittionships between the 
two groups and to adjust recovery 
strategies in response to these 
relationships,, monitoring and 
evaluation is essential to determining, 
when arti5cial propagation ia, no longer 
necessary fbr rscove and sliould be 
terminafed. In genera 7 , artificial 
propagation for ESA recovery should 
cease and all recovary options, be 
reevaluated if artificia1 propagation is 
no Ionger believed ta be necessary for 

/ timely recovery, if naturaHy 
reproducing fish havs riisen in 
abundance above 18veIs for delisting, if 
appreciabt differences between .i 
artificially and naturally propagated fish 
have emerged during a recovery 
program, or if there. is evidence that 
artificial: propagation is impeding 
reeovery~ (Successful mcover under the. 
ESA does not. prechnl~ the use of 
artificial pro agation for purposes such 
as fishery e J!lan cement so long a5 these 
activities me not IikeIy te cause r8listing 
or new listings.) 

(5) Artificial propagation of unlisted 
specie5 must not imp8de the recovery of 
listed species or compromise, the 
viability or distinctiveness (and hence 
be a factor in the listing) of unlisted 
Pacific salmon, Genetic mtemctions 
between different p 
deleterious ecologica effects ofartificial Y 

ulations, and the 

propagation,. shotrId be minimized by 
avoiding stock transfers, restricting 
broodstock tollocaI populations, 
modifyin 
do not in d 

Mu.18 practic8s 80 that they 

disru 
uce genetic changes that can 

B 
f. t& genetfc integrity of other 

fl 
opu ations, and managing, mixed-stock 
arvests ta minimize the cat& of 

natural fish. 
ArtiEcial propagation of unlisted 

species may result in an incidental 
“taltta” of a listed species (ESA, sec. 
3(H)). Incidental take of a Iisted salmon 
s 
tf 

ecies (take that results from,, but is not 
e purpose of, an otherwise lawful 

activity) can legally occur only after 
fulfilling th6 requirements of section 
7(a)(Zj (for Federal actions j or 
lo(a)(r)(B); (for non-Federal actions) of 
the ESA. Direct and indirect risks to 
listed species discussed above (seg 
Background) am examples of fncidental 
take of listed Paciffc salmon. (Directed 
or intentional take of a listed species 
may be Permitted under section 
lO(a the ESA only if it would 
further a bona fide and: necessary or 
desirable scientific purpose or enhance 

thhe pmpa ation or survival of t&a IWed 
SDedeS. l!fl erefore. directed take ofa 
&ted salmon q&es for enhancement 
of an unlist~ population is not 
permiS5ibb.) 

In general, the mcommendationr 
provided in 3(bj-(dj above for theus of 
arti5cial propagation in the recovery of 
listed species provide a working 
foundation or the operation of existing 
and future artificial propagation 
facilities in the face of incmasing 
conservation activities. Ta ensum ite 
compatibility with theESA, artifldal 
propagation must not compromfs8 the 
existing genetic and ecological integrity 
of natural Paci5c salmon popnlations. 
Public Comments Solkited 

NMFS is soliciting information, 
comments or mcommendations on any, 
aspect of this interim policy from all 
concerned parties. hFh4FS will’consder 
all informatiorr, eomments and 
recommendations received before, 
publishing a final’ policy. 
Technical Paper 

Prior to developing this: interim 
policy, the NMFS Northwest Fisberiee 
Science Center and Northwest Ibgion; 
pmpd a 
Salmon an cr 

ap8F 8ntitr8d “Pacific 
Artificial Propagatfon 

Under the Endangered Specie8 A&r,‘” 
This technical paper is availabb upon 
request (see FOR FURTHER #FORMA”FKMI: 
COWACTj and contains more cletaiTed 
guidance on the ap lication of thf8 
policy to Pacific sa ‘man. r 

Dated: March 30.1893.. 
Nancy l’oater~ 
Acting Assistant Adminj~t~rf~ Fisher&s* 
National Masine Fkhtxks Stwke,, National 
Oceanic ondAtmospherk Admim3iutio~, 
[FR Doe. 93-7807 Filed 4-2-93; &A!5 am]! 
enLlmcoos.ri-~ 

CONGRESSIONAL, BUDGET OFFlCE 

Notke of ~namlttat ot Beqwdration 
Preview Report for FlacaC Yeat 1999 to 
Congreu8 rnd the Office~of 
Management end Budget 

Furauant to section 254(b) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985’ (2 U.S.G.. t@%(b)), 
the Congressional Budget Office hereby 
reports that it has submitted its 
Sequestration Preview Report for Fiscal 
Year 1994 to t.bsHouse of 
Representatives, thy Senate, and. the 
Office of Management and Budget. 
Stanley L Gre& 
Director, office 0fIMe~wrmnerftu~ 
Relations, Chgressional;Budget 0@39. 
[J?R DOG 93-7991: Filed 4x-93; 8:45 amf 
auw5 dew s1mQzy 

COPYRIGNT ROYALTY TRIBUNAE 

[CRT DQelK& No. s34-DRD) 

AQ~NcY: Copyright Royalty Tribunal. 
,ACIKWI: Notice ofde&ration of’ . 
‘controv8my. 

:WM%ARY: This notice is issued to advise 
<the public tbat the Copyright 
‘Tribunal has determined that 

Royalty 

~EOIltrOV8l%i8S 8Xist in the above- 
irafetencecl proceeding. 
DATES: The declaration ofcontroversy is 
csffective March 31,. 1993.. 
lmft mm HFDRUW CMACT: 
Linda IL Boccbi, General Counsel, 
Copyright Royalty Tribunal, 1825 
Connecticut Avenue, NW., Suite 914 
Washington. DC 20009. 

WPPLEQUENTARY UWQRMATK)N: This 
notice is issued, pursuant to Section 
:1007(b) of the Audio Home Recording 
Act of 1992’and Sectiou 30X.32 oftb8 
Tribunal’s m&ations, to advise the. 
public that tlis Copyright Royalty 
Tribunal has determined that 
controversies exist in the Musical Works 
Fund and the Sound Recordings Fund. 
!be 17 U.S.C. 1007(b); 37 Cl% 301.72. 

The Tribunal has been informa5y 
advised that certain of the claimants in 
the Musical Works Fund have ma&d! 
a settlement agreement inprincipal.. 
However, the agreement is not a 
universal’ settlement. 

Accordingly, the Tribunal i!brds that 
controversies exist in the. Musical Works- 
Fund and the Sound Recordings Fund,, 
effective March 32, r993. Based upon its 
dietermination, the Tribuna~announces 
tbe commencement of the 1993 Aud% 
Home RecordingAct Distribution 
Proceeding. The general structure and 
schedule of the proceeding will be. 
arinounced at a later date. 

Dated: March W,1993. 
Cindy Doubt 
Chairmcm. 
[FR Dot. 93-7847 Filed 4-2-93; 8:45 amJ 
SlLlJNa cool! 1410-m-u 

z 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

wfice of tha ?hcrdary 

Industry Executlva tMxo!nmtttW d 
the Netiond Security 
TIelecammunications Advkory 
Commlt6iee 

AQEtdCY: Nationat ~mmunications 
System, DCII). 
ACTIOM Notice of meeting. ~-- 


